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JAjtldchdtiiKL In'cricfda l*(‘ase? 'J'lie name queried hy Dr. 
Cooke, and in fact it appears to he a dilTerent species, the aper¬ 
ture hein^" conspicuously dilTerent from that of a cotype figured 
in the Manual. 

L. Inrvirula micra Cooke. This is known in a living state 
from altitudes of 1500 to 1700 feet. 

L. Icucochila Culick. 

A. antiqud Pease ? Name queried by Dr. Cooke. It is like 
tlic Koloa beach shells figured in the Manual, but very differ¬ 
ent from the more slender shell figured by Pease, Surely it 
should receive a new name. 

ToniatclUdes viacrouiphala Ancey. One juvenile. 

Endodonia laminata Pease. A typical Endodonta, with keel, 

Ecsophila sj)., ap})arently undescribed, but Dr. Cooke had 3 
already, his MS, species “No. 

HcUcina hcrnicela Pilsbry and Cooke. Only known fossil. 

It would appear that these sandhill deposits are of Pleistocene 
age, reminding one very much of the deposits in the sandhills 
at Canigal, Madeira, and with apparently about the same pro¬ 
portion of extinct species. I greatly regretted that I could not 
spend more time collecting in this locality. 


THE TYPE OF ANCYLASTRUM IS ANCYLUS FLUVIATILIS, MULLER 
BY A. S. KENNARD, A. L. S. AND B. B. WOODWARD, F. L. S. 

But for the fact that more pressing work engaged us, Mr. 
Bryant Walker’s reading of the facts governing the selection of 
the type of Ancyla.'ifrinii^ would have been challenged before. 

The Paile fArt. 30, 11 e) is quite clear: “Species arc ex- 
cluiled from consideration in determining tlie type of genera 
, . . wliich were not included under the generic name at the 
time of it.< original ])ublieation.” 

When was created'Mhe species cuwinqldiw^i had 

* Nniitiln^, XXXV, 1021, p. o. 

’ Jonrn. (le t'oncliyl. Mv. ISo.'i, ]>. G3. The n:iino \v;is omplfu t-tl, us tlie 

author adniit'^, in a^^rcenient with Mo<jiiin-Tan(hui, wlm, howcv« r, claims it 
as his own (Hist, Moll. Prance, ii, 4S3), 
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not even been conceived; it first appears as a nomen muiuin in 
^Yhat ^Ir. Walker admits was a later pa))er {tom, clt,, p. 170), 
hut it was not born until July, 1854 (Proc. Zool. Soc. Lond., 
1853 [1854], p. 91), It is quite obvious, therefore, that by no 
amount of sophistry can cumlmjioaus be made the type of .4/1- 
cylastrum. 

The case is really quite simple. Although Beck in 1837 had 
divided the genus and created Acroh/xns for the lacu.^trls group 
he gave no reasons for so doing. It was Gray in 1810' who 
made the division on anatomical grounds. He did not, as 
Bourguignat erroneously asserts, make at that time two genera, 
but as his numeration of his genera and si)ecies shows, sepa¬ 
rated off his Velletla as a subgenus, without, however, giving it 
that distinction. His arrangement was: 

3. Alley!us 

1. Ancylusfluviatllls 
VrUetia 

2. \ ^clletla lacusirls. 

His two divisions were each for a single species and therefore 
even then monotypical, but all doubt as to tlie intended tyjies 
is set at rest i)y his article in the Proc. Zool. Soc, Bond., 1847 
(p, 181), where the same arrangement obtains and the two 
species are definitely named by him as types." This last pa])er 
has entirely escaped Mr. Walker’s observation. It was not 
until 1857 in Ids second edition of Turton’s Manual (pp. 21() 
and 220) that Gray made these divisions into two distinct 
genera. 

Expressed in modern manner Gray’s classification in 1840 
and 1847 was: 

(lenus A ary!us 

Suhg. AuryJu.s {s. s. ) 

Sul)g. VdlftitL 

P>ourguiguat in 1S53 (lor, rit,, ]>. ti3) acc<‘]>ted Gray’s sui)- 
divisions, hut, as tln^ fa^ldon then was, inst(‘ad of retaining the 

' Tiirlon’H Mrniiial, new cd.. p. ‘JI7. 

* II<Tf who lie :i(Irnit‘< lli.'it Arrolo.nis :nnl r»//rO'a are synonyms. 
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n:inie of the ^oniis for one section ;is ‘'s. s.^’ he gave a distinc¬ 
tive name for each section, thus: 

Genus Anrjfhi'< 

S. g. Anci/lastruin. 

S. g. Wlltliii. 

J)Ourgnignat’s Ancyliu4rum was therefore merely a nom, 7ini\ 
for Ann/I(L^ as limited by Gray. 

Now by the lUiles (Art. 30, II, f.) “Jn ease a generic name 
without originally designated type [in this ease Ancylnstn/in'] 
is proposetl as a substitute for another generic name, with or 
without type [in this case Ancylus^ type A, the type of 

either, when established, becomes i]>so furto type of the other/’ 
Hence the type of Ancj/lnstrum is by the Rules beyond (juestion 
A. flvviatili'< (yiiiWer), and Mr. Walker’s/V’j/dfOK'/y/ii.s^ goes to 
swell the ever-lengthening list of unwanted synonyms. 


ON THE HELIX PERSPECTIVA OF MEGERLE VON MUHLFELD VERSUS 

THAT OF SAY 


BY A. S. KENNARD A. L. S. AND B. B. WOODWARD, F. L. S, 


Megerle’s paper “ Beschreibung einiger neuen Conchylien ” 
was published in the Mag. Gesell. Naturf. Freunde Berlin, Vol. 
viii (])p. 3-11), the title page of which is dated ISIS. It 
seems, however, that the volume in question was published in 
four parts: Ft. i, 1S16; pt. ii, 1S17; pt. iii, 1S17, and pt. iv, 
ISIS/ and that Megerle’s paper a])peared in the first part. 

Say’s name came out the following year in the Journ. Acad. 
Xat. Sci. Philad., i, ji. IS. Conserjuently Megerle’s name 
holds, and the Helix solarin^ of Alenkc l^ecome.s its synonym, 

* Xiiiitilns, XXXV, p. "»S. 

^SW INI';. ISIS. col. 144S, 1707 mid ISOO [Tiie reference to MoL^an'Ie’s 
p:iper on pat^c or column 14S3— J'M.] also Mem. Acad. Sci. Si. rtq(‘ivbonrfr, 
vi-ix.—Davies Sherborn (Index Aniinalinni). This a)»pears to have been 
known, in ]>art at all events, to I’innev and Rland, for they f^ive the correct 
date for ILI if .Mot'erle, which appears in the same paper. 





